
 

  
 ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE  

Meeting held on Wednesday 17th June 2015 
UNAPPROVED MINUTES 
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Professor Richard Verrall (Chair)      
Ms Rima Amin A A A A A 
Dr Arti Agrawal A     
Professor Charles Baden-Fuller N/M N/M P  A 
Professor Susan Blake      
Dr Melanie Bunce    A  
Professor David Bolton      
Professor Ronald Douglas     A 
Dr Andrew Denis  A  A  
Professor John Fothergill  N/M A    
Dr Oliver Kerr A    A 
Professor Laurence Solkin A A  A  
Ms Claire de Than A A*  A  
 
*Teaching commitment  
Key:  In Attendance A Apologies P Part Attendance  N/M Not a Member S Sabbatical  
In Attendance Reason and Meeting Section 
Ms Issy Cooke Students' Union Vice-President (Education) 
Ms Christine Edwards Senior Internal Auditor, attending on behalf of Steve Stanbury 
Ms Helen Fitch Assistant Registrar (Quality), attending on behalf of Alison Edridge 
Dr William Jordan University Secretary (from 1st September 2015) 
Mr Frank Toop University Secretary 
Ms Gemma Watt Governance Administrator 
  
MINUTES SECTION A – OPEN FOR PUBLICATION 
 
Part One – Preliminary Items 
 
1. Items for Starring 

AGC agreed the highlighted () items as the main items of business for the meeting.   
 

2. Minutes 
The minutes from the meeting held on 20th May 2015 were approved. 
 

3. Matters Arising 
Minute 20.05.15, Academic Quality Key Areas 
The University Secretary explained that a paper matching current Senate papers set 
out in the annual calendar to the agreed Academic Quality Key Areas was being 
considered by the Quality & Standards team in Student and Academic Services with a 
view to introducing papers for Senate where there was not currently sufficient 
assurance and rationalising where there were too many. Once they had agreed an 
updated version they would bring it to AGC for discussion.  
  

4. Items Specifically Brought Forward by the Chair 
There were none. 
 

Part Two – Major Items for Discussion or Decision 
 
5. Definitions of Quality/Standards: Scholarship 

Item 26.2.4 
Senate 08.07.15  



 

AGC considered the proposed Scholarship definition drafted by Professor Susan 
Blake. Senate had previously approved a new Regulation defining the meaning of 
words used in the University Charter to describe Senate’s remit. It had been agreed 
that it might also be useful to include a definition of Scholarship in the Regulation. 
AGC were asked by Senate to consider the proposed wording in advance of Senate 
receiving the definition. In discussion the following points were made:  

• The Chair noted that the definition had been shared with the Vice-Chancellor 
and he was in agreement with the definition.  

• Professor Blake noted that a number of colleagues had found the definition 
helpful; especially staff more educationally focussed and outside of the ‘REF-
track’.  

• It was noted that for the purpose of the regulation it was important not to 
‘muddy’ the definitions of research and scholarship. It was therefore suggested 
that the sentence ‘it may include 2* research not submitted to the REF’ should 
be removed to avoid confusion.  

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed definition, subject to Professor 
Blake removing the sentence ‘it may include 2* research not submitted to the REF’.   

 
6. Regulations and Policies 
6.1 Regulation 13, Student Discipline 

The Chair explained that there had been a delay in receiving student feedback on the 
proposed changes to the Regulation and Policy. This had led to a delay in circulating 
the papers to AGC.  It was reported by the Assistant Registrar that the changes in the 
papers received at AGC’s last meeting were largely clarifications to the wording with 
no substantial changes. AGC therefore agreed to receive the papers by email 
circulation. AGC members would be asked to consider the revisions and to agree to 
recommend them to Senate. The Chair noted that AGC could meet again if necessary 
but the changes were not considered contentious.  
 

6.2       Regulation 26, Student Complaints 
AGC received a paper on the proposed revisions to Regulation 26, Student 
Complaints. The changes largely formalised in more detail what was currently taking 
place, making the policy more transparent to students. The Regulation had been 
discussed at the previous meeting of AGC and the feedback received from AGC had 
also been incorporated into the updated paper.  
 
In addition, AGC received the revised Student Complaints Policy, which would be 
considered at the July Senate. It was noted in the Policy report that the University had 
a responsibility to ensure that external service providers had their own complaints 
procedures in place in the event of a student wishing to make a complaint. However, it 
was reported that where there were instances of the student experience being 
impacted students should be able to complain directly to the University.   
 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed revisions to Regulation 26.  
 

6.3 Regulation 19, Assessment Regulations 
AGC received a paper on the proposed revisions to Regulation 19, Assessment 
Regulations. The proposed revisions for implementation in 2015/16 included two new 
sections; maximum periods of registration and the interruption of studies (the 
accompanying new Policy on interruption of studies would be considered at the July 
Senate). In addition, the Regulation had been amended to reflect a requirement for the 

2 
 



 

anonymous consideration of marks. It was noted that this would be a substantial 
change for Assessment Boards in 2015/16.  
 
It was reported that further work would be undertaken in consultation with Boards of 
Studies during 2015/16. The purpose of the review would be to improve transparency 
and accessibility, to respond to external developments and to ensure that the 
Regulations were operated consistently and students treated equitably. In discussion 
the following points were made: 

• The matter of repeat attempts at assessment would be reviewed again as part 
of the 2015/16 review. Further consideration on the matter was required before 
making a final recommendation to AGC and Senate.   

• It was noted that for some courses the current maximum period of registration 
was five years, however, having assessed sector practice it was decided that 
six years would be the recommendation.   

• In relation to the Interruption of Studies Policy it was noted that students would 
‘not be able to access library resources unless prior agreement is given by the 
relevant Programme Director’. AGC felt that, in the interests of keeping 
students engaged, the Policy should be the other way round unless there were 
technical reasons for not doing so e.g., it was noted that there could be 
implications for E-book usage and library licensing if non-registered students 
were continuing to make use of the facilities. It was agreed that the library team 
would be contacted to ascertain the implication for licenses and copyright 
access.  

• Consideration should be given to adding a sentence in the Interruption of 
Studies Policy regarding students’ rights to receive updated course materials 
and information relating to changes in exam structure while they are away from 
the university. The aim should be to support the return of the student. However, 
it should be the role of the Programme Director to commit to what was sensible 
– members could imagine situations e.g., changes in legislation impacting a 
law syllabus, where the University would need to be careful as to the extent to 
which it committed itself. 

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed revisions to Regulation 19. In 
addition, AGC agreed that prior to Senate receiving the Interruption of Studies Policy 
the implications for removal of library access for students and the support to return 
should be reviewed.  [Action] 

 
6.4 Regulation 15, Undergraduate Programme Regulation & Regulation 19, 

Assessment Regulations 
 AGC received a paper on the proposed revisions to Regulations 15 and 19. Two new 

integrated master’s programmes had been proposed for commencement in 2015/16; 
the Master of Optometry (MOptom) and Master of Science (MSci) Computer Science 
(with Games Technology/with Cyber Security). The new awards had been 
incorporated into Regulation 15 and Regulation 19. In addition, Regulation 15 had 
been updated to reflect that Academic Practice and Programmes Committee no longer 
meet and Senate now delegates authority for approval of new programmes to the 
Vice-Chancellor (who may delegate this authority).  

 
 Decision 
 AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the revisions to Regulation 15 and 19.  
 
7. ARQM 

The Committee received a paper relating to Senate’s role in the approval of the ARQM 
methodology and process. The matter had been brought to AGC for discussion 
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following a debate at Senate in which Senators had queried the extent of Senate’s 
involvement in ARQM and whether it should be considered by Senate for formal 
approval. ExCO had overseen the introduction of the ARQM which was intended to 
annually assess research quality, assess the research quality of candidates for 
academic posts, help inform appraisals, promotion and progression cases and feed 
into REF 2014 preparations. ARQM had been designed to give Council assurance on 
progress towards increasing City’s research intensity (PI 2.1) between REF exercises. 
It was noted in the paper that the ARQM process and methodology was not listed in 
Ordinances as being retained by Council and its Committees for decision and 
therefore the authority currently rests with the Vice-Chancellor. In discussion the 
following points were made: 

• It was a Council decision as to whether the ARQM methodology and process 
should be a decision for Council, Senate or the Vice-Chancellor.  

• The Vice-Chancellor had delegated authority over employment matters and 
ARQM was linked to many employment issues including professorial banding 
and others mentioned above. 

• Senate has delegated responsibility for quality and standards and as such 
Senate should have oversight of Research matters. This would be analogous 
to Senate’s responsibility for reviewing education quality (receiving module 
evaluations).  When looking at ARQM Senate should look at the methodology 
and process and not individuals (in the same way that individual module scores 
are not considered by Senate).  

• It was noted that module evaluations come to Senate but not for approval. The 
question set is considered by Senate and is the framework for assessing and 
improving education.  

• It was suggested that each year there would be a report on the ARQM that 
would be considered by Senate. There should also be a paper setting out the 
methodology and process for the next year which could be reviewed by 
Senate. Periodic reviews of ARQM would also go to Senate and Council for 
consultation.  

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate a change to Regulation 27 to ensure that 
Senate is consulted in respect of ARQM methodology, process and periodic reviews.  
 

8. Regulation 27   
AGC considered the role of the Boards of Studies in approving Regulations. 
Regulation 27 currently specifies that Boards of Studies should be consulted on 
proposed changes to Regulations.  However, it was reported that this was not 
universally occurring. AGC were asked whether a more nuanced regulation was 
required to ensure that Boards of Studies were not unduly burdened when minor 
changes were being proposed, but were adequately consulted when major changes 
were being proposed.  
 
It was also noted that the recent internal audit of assessment board controls had 
highlighted a small number of inconsistencies in the Regulations, which had meant 
that Regulation 27 did not always correspond with the content of other Regulations. In 
such instances it was suggested that Regulation 27 should prevail. In discussion the 
following points were made: 

 
•  The way the Regulation is written suggests BoS should be consulted on every 

change. Some Regulation changes have fully involved the BoS while other 
Regulation changes have not involved full consultations and this seems 
appropriate.  
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• Although some Regulation amendments didn’t go to formal consultation with 
BoS there was often a clear consultation process involving groups of staff, 
made up of both academic and professional staff. Those involved considered 
the changes and had an opportunity to feedback on the proposals. The 
suggested Regulation changes often went to Education and Student 
Committee for discussion prior to the Regulation coming to AGC for 
recommendation to Senate.  

• If City were adjudged not to have followed the correct processes some 
Regulations could be open to challenge from individual students. Informal legal 
advice had been sought. It was noted that it was proposed to cover off 
technical defects of process in the revised Charter and Statutes which would 
enable decisions to stand if there had been a technical defect. 
 

Decision 
           AGC agreed to recommend that:  

(i) Where amendments to Regulations were proposed for approval at the July 
Senate and the BoS had not been consulted. Senate should approve the 
Regulation subject to the BoS being consulted over the summer. Senate would 
receive a short updated on the matter in the Autumn and could confirm or 
amend the Regulation.  

(ii) Regulation 27 should state that where there are regulation inconsistencies 
Regulation 27 is the authoritative Regulation and it prevails. 

(iii) Regulation 27 should be amended so that AGC or Senate could require 
consultation with BoS for changes to Regulations but otherwise BoS would not 
be consulted. 

 
9. Equality and Diversity 

AGC considered how best to discuss equality and diversity at Senate. Two options 
were proposed; a full presentation followed by a debate or a 20 minute session which 
would include a short presentation and opportunity for questions. It was noted that it 
was a challenge for Senate to sufficiently address both its core business as well as 
other matters raised by Senators in the time available at Senate meetings. In 
discussion the following points were made: 

• It was reported that Professor Giulia Iori had recently been appointed Chair of 
the Gender Equality Group and would become involved in preparations for the 
resubmission to Athena SWAN once she had taken up the position.  

• The committee agreed that it was important for Senate to be given assurance 
that work in relation to equality and diversity was an institutional priority and to 
be made aware of the mechanisms being put in place following the 
unsuccessful application.  

• It was reported that a member of the working group involved in the application 
had not yet received the feedback from the application and this created a 
negative impression. There should be openness about the application and the  
reasons for it being rejected on this occasion.   

• The Chair of AGC reported that he would be acting as the UET sponsor for the 
resubmission and he noted that the resubmission would be run as a specific 
project, with Strategy and Planning staff involved as well as Human Resources.  

• AGC considered the merit of Senate discussing the feedback from Athena 
SWAN at their next meeting. It was noted that much of this work would be done 
by the Equality Committee and the newly formed Gender Equality Group. It 
was therefore suggested that Senate does not spend substantial time covering 
the same ground as these two committees at this early stage. However, it 
would be useful to hear from the two committees once they had been able to 
meet and discuss the application and feedback in detail. [Action] 
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Decision 
AGC agreed that a 20 minute session on equality and diversity should form part of a 
future meeting of Senate. The session would include a short presentation from the 
Chair of the Equality Committee and the Chair of the newly formed Gender Equality 
Group. There would be an opportunity for questions following the presentation. 

 
 
 
10. BoS Composition 

AGC received a paper on the current composition in the BoS and considered whether 
the current Board of Studies composition was still appropriate. The paper highlighted 
where the BoS were not currently compliant with the composition as detailed in 
Regulation 3. Feedback had been invited from the BoS Chairs and Secretaries and 
this was annexed to the paper. Suggestions from the BoS included bringing 
Professional Services staff into the full membership and expanding the ex-officio 
membership to include Associate Dean, Internationalisation. It was noted that with only 
one exception the BoS had struggled to appoint enough student representatives to 
their BoS. Some BoS also found it a challenge to appoint enough elected members to 
their BoS (equivalent to the number of ex-officio members).  In discussion the following 
points were made: 

• AGC noted with concern that the regulation was not being universally followed. 
Low student representation across the BoS and the low number of elected 
members in the BoS in Health Sciences was of particular concern.   

• There were some issues to be considered around appointing Professional 
Services staff to the full membership and increasing the number of ex-officio 
members, however, AGC agreed that before considering these points it was 
important to agree the main principles concerning the composition.  

• AGC agreed that the principles in the current Regulation were still appropriate, 
i.e. including elected members and student members. AGC agreed that peer 
review and student voice were at the core of the BoS and the current 
composition reflected this. 

• AGC agreed that BoS should work towards having two members of Senate 
attending the meeting. However, with larger BoS, such as the BoS in Health 
Sciences this would further increase the number of people on the BoS.  

• Students on the BoS had reported that it was one of the ‘drier’ committees to 
attend. Cass were the only compliant BoS for student representation, however, 
they were also the only BoS to pay their students to attend the committee. AGC 
discussed the appropriateness of paying students in the other BoS and 
whether there may be another way of incentivising students to attend the 
committees.  

• AGC agreed that student representation should remain part of the composition. 
It was viewed as a valuable means of engaging with the student voice. It was 
agreed that the Executive Team would be consulted to ascertain whether there 
was anything that could be done to help incentivise student attendance at the 
BoS. [Action] 

• It was suggested that as Senate already approves Chairs and Deputy Chairs of 
Studies they could also approve the full membership of the BoS at the first 
meeting of the academic year. It was acknowledged that having student 
representatives in place would be unlikely at this early stage, but the 
appointment of staff in the other categories should be achievable by the first 
Senate of the year.  Another option was to receive the relevant information 
through the recommended annual BoS report to Senate, which was currently 
out for consultation with BoS. This may be an opportunity for BoS to review 
membership and attendance as part of the report.   

 

6 
 



 

Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate that Senate confirm that it wishes BoS to 
comply with the current Regulation and the fundamental principles underlying it. AGC 
will then look at the other issues and make recommendations to Senate.  
 
 

 
11. Assessment Board Reporting Lines 

AGC received a paper reviewing which elements of the 2011 Assessment Boards 
recommendations had been implemented. Internal Audit had reviewed the controls 
and considered the extent to which the control framework was operating. A substantial 
level of assurance was given to the adequacy and effectiveness of the system of 
internal control. Following the results of the audit AGC woould consider whether the 
controls in place were adequate to cover the number of Assessment Boards reporting 
directly to Senate (estimated to be approximately 200 Assessment Boards) but the 
paper needed to be revised to clearly indicate what controls were in place and 
working. In discussion the following points were made: 

• It was noted that there were no priority one recommendations and the vast 
majority of controls were operating effectively.  

• There would be an update at the July Senate on the extent to which 
Assessment Boards have been reduced.  

• The Annual Programme Evaluations (APE) are not always used to capture 
external examiners feedback, which can make it a challenge to know which 
parts of the feedback are being addressed. The APE form is currently being 
reviewed and there is an opportunity to make external examiner feedback more 
prominent on the form. 

• It would be possible to consider an overarching committee reporting to Senate 
which had all the Assessment Boards reporting in or alternatively the 
Assessment Boards could report through the BoS or there could be more 
responsibility given to the BoS clearly indicating their role.   

 
12. Senior Elected Senator 

A revised Ordinance relating to the Senior Elected Senator was received by AGC.  
 

Following the May 2015 meeting which preferred to use similar wording to that used by 
Dr John Saunders, further legal advice has been taken to ensure the wording was not 
discriminatory. It had also been checked against current HR practice. This wording 
was now proposed with the addition of a clause which requires the post-holder to be 
approved by Council and Senate so as to ensure that the key requirements of 
accessibility and involvement in the full range of academic quality and standards 
processes were met. The wording now read: 
 
“To ensure, as far as possible, accessibility and involvement in the full range of 
academic quality and standards processes, eligible candidates for election as SES are 
those who are employed on an academic contract of half time or more. The election 
will be managed by the University Secretary. Only the elected staff Senators can vote 
in the election of the SES. Senate and Council must approve the appointment of the 
Senior Elected Senator after the election.” 
 
It was accepted that it was unlikely that the Visiting Staff Senator would stand. 
 
The use of Category A and B to clarify how non ex-officio members of Senate were 
defined was retained as it covered off a concern of Dr Saunders that the current 
Ordinance implied that visiting hourly paid lecturers were not academic staff. The two 
categories of elected staff Senators were: Category A: employed on full time or 
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fractional academic contracts but excluding research assistants and research fellows, 
and Category B:, employed on visiting hourly paid lecturer contracts.  As was currently 
the case the electorate for the Category A non ex-officio members of Senate would 
come from Category A staff and there would be one additional member elected from 
Category B staff.  
 
The current Visiting Staff Senator had been sent the unapproved AGC minute relating 
to the discussion at May’s AGCs. He had also been sent the current AGC paper 
containing the proposed Ordinance change.  
 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend the changes to Senate. 

 
13. Recommendations for the award of Professor Emeritus and Senior Fellow 

Emeritus 
AGC received a report providing the nominations for the award of Professor Emeritus 
and Senior Fellow Emeritus. 
 
Decisions 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the award of Professor Emeritus to: 
Professor Adrian Keane, in the City Law School and  
Professor Rosamund Bryar, in the School of Health Sciences. 
 
In addition, AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the award of Fellow Emeritus to Mr 
David Wurtzel, in the City Law School. 

   
14. Membership of Academic Governance Committee 

The committee was reminded of the current composition and which members had 
terms expiring in July 2015. It was noted that Senate elections would be taking place 
in due course. The following Senators’ terms were ending Professor Susan Blake, 
Professor Charles Baden-Fuller and Professor Lawrence Solkin. Also Ms Claire de 
Than’s current term as a co-opted member would end in July 2015.This latter 
appointment could be renewed at the discretion of the AGC Chair.  

 
Part Three –Items for Information 

 
15. Senate Research Ethics Committee (SREC) 
 The minutes of 10th February 2015 were noted by the Committee. 

 
16.  Other Business 
 None. 

 
17. Date of next meeting  
 30th September 2015. 
 
FOI Review. 

AGC agreed the classification of Open, Restricted and Closed papers as stated on the 
agenda. 

 
 
 
 
Professor Richard Verrall 
Chair AGC 
June 2015 
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